that infectious dieases and novel organisms
can spread exiremely rapidly and respect no
boundaries,

With these disturbing realies i mind, we
declare our suppert for the following:

1. We support the right of European countries
to continue rejecting new GE crop varieties, and
affirm the right of all peoples 1o take necessary
precauticnary measures fo protect thelr health
and the envirenmeant;

2. We condemn the U.S. infervention at the
leval of the WTO fo try to force the lifting of
the de facte Eurepean moratoriem;

3. We pledge fo irtervens In all appropriate
internatienal forums 1o condemn the US,WTO
action, and affirm the right of all pecples to
adopt precautionary measures similar fo those
that have been implemented in Europe;

4, We support the people from across the U.S,
and arcund the world who will be gathering

in Sacramente, Califernia atf the end of June

lo expose the USDA sponsored meeling of
agriculture and trade ministers, a meeting
designed to promate the U5, agribusiness and
blatechnelegy agenda prior fo the upcoming
WTO Ministerlal In Cancun, Mexico;

5. We demand a full, independent assessment
of the actual performance of GE crops to date,
as well as the full range of hazards of genetic
engineering for human health and all of life en
earth y

&. We demand that the commercial developers
of hazardeus chemicak and genetic engineering
technalogles be held fully liable for the legacy
of toxic and blalagical eontamination that they
have created;

7. We support a strengthening of the
international Blological Weapors Corvention,

whaose full implementation has boen
systematically undermined by the U5,
administration’s resistance, and demand
a regime of open international inspection
of all facilities engoged In research wing
pathogenic organisms and their DiNa;

B. We call for an end to the terror tactics
of the blotechnology Industry and its
supperters, induding legal assauits on
farmers, campaigns o discredit dissenting
sclenfists, and Inchlement of police to
ottack andharass those who exercise thelr
democratic rights of free speech;

9. We urge an end fo the continuing waste
of public funds to support the research
agendas of the blotechnology industry, and
Instead pledge to devote our rescurces fo
the furtherance of safe, eccloglcally sound
alternafives in both agriculture and health
care, alternatives that merge the best

of traditional knowledge and systematic,
Indepancent sclentiflc iInvestigation.

Most of the information herein Is
from the folfowing websites:

Food First {www. foodfirst.org),
The Institute for Social Ecology
(www.soclal-ecolagy.org),
The Pesticide Actfon network
(www.panna.erg),
& The Unlon of Concerned Scientisis
(www.ucsusa.org)

This Zine was compiled and designed at Medlia lland Infernatfonal, a nen-

profit information exchange and pro-active Bbrary In Dawntewn Olympla,
Wi ot 818 Adams Streel across from the Timberiand library. Visit us en
the web at www.medlaleland.org, or coll vs ot 3603528528 email:

o\*

mil@medialsiand.erg no-copyright-redisiribute everywhere.
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overview.

what where why who.

What s it?

I suppart af the U5 commitment to
strengthen global foed security, Agriculiure
Secretary Ann M. Veneman is hesting an
Internotional Minlsterial Conference and Expo
on Agriculfural Sclence and Technology from
June 23-25, 2003 in Sacraments, California.
Ministers will be invited from over 180
natiens, The U.5. Agency for International
Development (USAID] and Department of
State are jointly sponsering the event with
USDA.

Background,

In June 2002 at the Werld Food Summit: Five
Years Loter, Secretary Veneman announced
that the United 3tates proposed to focus on
three priorities in partnership with other denors
and developing countries: reducing hunger by
Increasing agricultural  productivity, ending
famine, end improving nutrition. At the same
time, she invited Ministers from around the
world to Join her for o conference to focus on
the needs of developing countries in adepting
new food and ogricultural technologles. The
three pricrities were also addressed at the

World Summit on Sustalnable Development

in Jechannesburg, As follow up, ot the 2nd
Africa Growth and Opportunity Act [AGOA)
Forum In Jonuary 2003, USDA ond USAID
will lead a session on “Increasing Agricultural
Productivity ond Morkets through Sclence and
Technolagy.”

The Conference ond Expe will focus on the
critical role science and technology (S&T)
con play In ralsing ogrlcultural preductivity
in developing countries in an environmentally
sustainable way.

The Cenference aims to broaden purrTc]puﬁh'
knowledge aond understonding of relevant
S&7T, including biotechnolegy, and enhance

access  to new  technologles

thraugh i

public-private portnerships. Inereasing
agriculturel productivity through technelegy
adoption is a key meons of beosting bath
food availability and access and improving
nistriticn.

Agricultural preduction, precessing and
markefing technologies fram develeped
ond developing countries will be exomined,
as well as critical issues regaording the
tronsfer ond Indigenous development of
technologies. The Conference will aclso
oddress low- and high-cost technaologies
ond state-of-the-art and more troditional
mathods., Attendees will discuss the benefits
of technelegy to both commercial and
subsistence farmers, including the eritical
role of women In rural aregs.

Plenary meelings, technical break-out
sesslons, and targeted field trips ore
planned.

In addition te Ministers, the event will
include selected speckers and technical
experts from W5, and foreign gevernment
ogencles,  Internaflonal  erganizotions
and research institutions, private industry,
the U.5, Congress, non-governmental
organizations, universities and state-leyel
departments of agriculture.
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A tracter with hooded sprayers freals a
fleld with carefully-directed herbicide.
Herbicide Is o major component of
Pracision farming
Fhota Covrtesy LSO

entire Eurapaan Union, hove taken steps to
restrict the growing and Importation of GE
crops, and require labeling of all foods with
genetically engineered ingredients.

Promises that genetlc engineering will feed
the world, reduce chemizal use, and benefit
farmers have proven enfirely false. Countries
In the glebal South that have experimented
with GE crops have found thelr Infroduction
ta be o dismal fallure, os llusrated by the
complete foilure of Bt cotton crops in severol
lecations in India last yeor. Now Is a fime to
thoroughly revist this technology and fully
dssess fis real consequences for our healih,
the environment, and sodal equity around
the world,

Instead, the ULS. administration has
proceaded to initiote o suit at the level
of the World Trade Orgonization (WTQ)
to pressure the European Unlon to lift
its five-year de facte meratorium on
new GE food varleties and strict imits
on imports of GE praducts. Onece agaln,
US-based agribusiness companies, the
biatechnology industry, and thelr political
cllles in ‘Woshington ore seeking to force this
unsafe, untested ond inherently hazardous
technology on the peoples of the world.

The bictechnalogy industry and its allles
wolld compel us to everlook the hazard
of new allergens and spreading anfiblatic
resstonce, of likely system and digestive
system dameage, of contamination of
neighbeoring crops end their wild relatives,
of known harm to benefidlal organisms In
the envirenment, and of new combinations
of genetic tralts wrealking unforeseen and
largely unexamined ecalogical disruptions.
They want us to forget how they have
terrorized farmers with lawsulls, threats and
surveillance, and how farmers in the glebal
South are suffering from dependencies
on unafferdable chemical ferfilizers and
pesticldes that GE vardetles would only
increcse their dependence upeon, They wauld
have us look aside while they Impose patent
regimes that reduce everything alive to
commercigl products that exist only to be

bought, sold, and traded in o caplive global
mearketploce.

‘We declare cur support for the right of
European countries to continue protecting the
health of their people and their environments
by confinuing to refuse these hazardeus
products. We also assert the fundamental right
of people In the United States, where more
thon three quarters of the world's GE crops
are grawn, ta jein others around the world In
thelr rejection of this technology. Mensante and
other bistechnology companies have opposed
oll steps toword lobeling GE food ond seeds at
the federal and stote levels ond undermined
the work of every Independent sclantlst who
guestions genetic engineering. We have now
leamed that Monsanto is spending $10 millien
a yeor to sustain is progrom of harassment and
lowsuits against U.S. and Canadien farmers.

Further, during the 2003 Biodevastation
gathering in 5t Louis, we have seen the loccl
poliee In Meonsanta's hometown of St. Louls
subject peoceful protestors, bicyclists and
traveling performers to an unprecedented
level of haramsment, with paramilitary-style
ralds on octivists' homes ond offices ond ot
least 30 “pre-emptive” arrests. This affirms
what we have known for a long time—that
the biotechnology industry can only have its
way In a climate of suppressed public debate,
peolitical corruption and intimidation. Themore
people leam about the hazards of genetic
engineering, the more they oppose It; therefore
genetically engineered agriculture has became
Incompaticle with democrocy fself.

As people around the world confinue to reject
genetlically englneered food ond creps, and’
ihe market valve of companies like Mansanto
continues o decline precipitously, blotechnology
is belng given a new lease on life through
ever- more dangerous new applications. Corn
and cther food crops are being genetically
engineered to produce pharmaoceutical proteins
and, In the nome of “fighting terrorfam,” we
are seeing an unprecedented expansian
of biclogleal warfare research In the United
States. This af a fime when the repid spread

; of AIDS, and now SARS, reminds the world
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humans te reploce or supplement defective
genes. Where englneering Is Intended to cure
disecse, it is calied gene theropy. Potenticl
applications that are not related to disease,
such as the modification of traits like height,
are semetimes called genetic enhancement.
Currently, most genetlc engineeting of humans
1s dene on nenreproductive or somatic cells,
like those from bone morrow. The effects of
this sematic cell gene therapy are confined

to the treated Individual. By controst, germ
line gene therapy would modify reproductive
cells, so that the modification could be passed
on to future generations.

What |s Genetic Engineering? Genetic
engineering refers to a set of technologles
that are being used to change the genefic
makeup of cells and move genes ocross spe-
cles boundarles to produce novel orgonlsms.
The technigues invelve highly sephisticated
manipulatiens of genetlc materiol and other
biclogically important chemicals.

Genes are the chemical blusprints that
determine an erganism's troits. Moving genes
from one organism to another transfers those
traits. Through genetic engineering, organisms
are given new combinations of genes -- and
therefore new combinations of tralts -- that
de net occur in nature and, indeed, cannot
be developed by natural meons. Such an ar-
tificial technaelegy ls radically different from
traditlenal plant gnd animal breeding.

Novel organisms Nature con produce
erganfsms with new gene combinations
threugh sexual reproduction, A brown cow
bred to a yellow cow may preduce a calf

of o eompletely new color, But reproductive
mechanisms limit the number of new cembina-
tiens. Cows must breed with ather cows (or
very near relatives), A breeder who wants a
purple cow would be able to breed toward
one only If the necessary purple genes were
avdilable semewhere in d cow or ¢ near
relative to cows. A genetic englneer hos no
such restriction. If purple genes are ovailable
anywhere In noture - In a sea urchin or an
iris -- thase genes could be usad in attempts

ability to shuffle genes means that genetic
englneers can concoct gene combinations
that would never be found in nafure.

Mew risks Contrary to the arguments
made by some proponents, genetic engi-
neering Is far from being a minor exten-
sion of existing breeding technelogles. It is
o radically new technology for altering the
traits of living erganisms by inserting ge-
netic materlal that has been menlpulated
by artificial means. Becouse of this, genetic
englineeting may one day encompass the
routine addition of novel genes that have
been wholly synthesized In the laboratory.

MNovel erganisms bring novel risks, how-
ever, as well os the desired benefits, These
ricks must be carefully assessed to make
sure that all effects -- both desired and
unintended -- are benign. UCS advocates
caution, examinatien of alternatives, and
coreful case-by-cote evaluation of genetlc
enginering applicotions within an overall
framework that seeks to move agricultural
systems of food praduction toward sustdin-
abiliry.

statement.

A Global Cltizen's Declaration
for Blasafety and Feod Securltys

LS and International Citizens Cpopose fhe
LLE /WTO Intervention Against European
Controls on Genetically Medifled Foods
fesued and ratifled of the 7th infernciioncl
grassroois gathering on Biodevastation,
St Louls, Missoorf, LSA, Moy 16-18, 2003
{wwwblodevarg)

even years dfter the first commercial
intraduction of genetically engineered
{GE) foods, most people arcund
the warld still firmly reject this technalagy.
Only four countrles are grawlng nearly
all of the werld's genatically engineered
erops, and only four basic GE crops [corn,
soy, cotton and canola) are being grown
eommerdially on a large scale. More than

to produce purple cows. This unprecedented ﬁas countries around the world, including the

Technology Expo.

The Technology Expe will run concurrently
with the Cenference. The Expo will allow
companies from developed and developing
countries to disploy ond demonstrate
products and services with applications
in alf segments of the food chain, giving
poricipants opportunifies for hands-on
expearisnce,

The Conference ond Expe will highlight
an array of technologies, incuding those
related fo:

=Soil and water management

~Crop and livestock blotechnology

~Precision agriculture

-Alternative agricultural production

=Environmental protection

-Risk management

-Food processing and packaging

~Agrlcultural transportation,
distribution and marketing

-Agticultural Information

-Food safety.

The Ceonference and EXPO will be held
at the Conventien Center in Sacramenta,
Callfornla, and ottendance Is by Invitatlon
only. Becouse of space limitations ot the
Convention Center, the number of persons
cccomponylng  ecch  Minister must be
limited to two.

Personnel at U.5. embassies will contact
Invited delegates Individually and offer
reglstration assistance, Each delegate will
need to register through the embassy prior
to his or her arrival at the Conference.

For more informotion, please wisit the
Conference web page at

www.fos.usda.gov fied /steonf /conf_mainhiml
or contact Conference orgenizers directly af:

STConference.Infernational @usda.gov. o

motive.
reasons to mobilize,
educote and organize
Provided by: Food First

Small numbers in parenthesis correspond with
notes section following on this seciion.

What's going on¥  In June 2002 of
the World Food Summit in Rome, the U.S
Secretary of State for Agriculture, Ann
eneman, announced that the United Stotes
proposed to focus on three priorities in
partnership with other donors and developing
countries: reducing hunger by Increasing
agricultural produdtivity, ending famine, ond
improving nutrition. This has been followed up
by a conference that will focus on the needs
of developing countries In adopting new food
and agriculiural technologies, to be held in
Sacramento, Colfornld, between lune 23 -25
, 2003. It has been convened by the United
States Department of Agriculture (USDAJ,
the United Stotes Agency for International
Development [USAID], and the State
Deportment. Ministers from over 180 countries
have been invited. The Ministerial conference
runs in tandem with an agricultural technelogy
expo, ot which companles will display and
demeonstrate  products and  services with
epplications In all segments of the foed chaln.

(1

MNe, but what's really going on®
Although the Ministerial was promised os o
forum for the discussion of bictechnclogy,
the U.5. government ond ogribusinesses have
left no spoce in the proceedings for debote
or dissent, Instead, the ministerial is a closed
sesslon, o spoce for the LS. administration,
ministers and businesses alone, to push their
agendes and products onto the third world.

What's so bad about that?

The world's pootest people live in rural
areas, and work In agriculture. They want
to grow safe, nutrifious food, and to suppert
their fomilies ond communities. Industrial



ogriculture has been proved, time and again,
to be less efficdent, less economically sound,
and more ecologicolly ond sociclly destructive
than ‘traditional’ agriculiure. Abundance,
not scarcity, best describes the world's food
supply. Enough wheet, rice and other grains
are produced to provide every human belng
with 3,500 caleries a day. Even mast “hungry
countrles™ hove enough food for all thelr
people right now. Many are net exporters
of food ond cther cgricultural products (2},
The key issue Is not production of food, bul
distribution. Yet the U.S. government Is keen
to push industrial agriculture as a solution
to hunger, becouse large U.S, corporations
stand 1o make milliens of dollars by contralling
decass fo seed, markets, and knowledge.

It has, in fact, gone about forcing the products
down 1he threats of people in the third warld
in o variety of ways. Lasi year, at the height
of the famine In Southern Africa, the LS.
pushed genatically modifled food ento famine
afflicted countries (3). This was a continuation
of its policy of 'beggars can't be choosers’ = a
quaote from a USAID official on hearing that
India had also refused GM food (4).

The forcing of GM food onto the third world
has recently taken o new twist. An HIV/AIDS
bill eurrently before the Senate, outhored
by Senator Bill Frist, contains the suggestien
that HIV/AIDS medication be withheld from
Africon countries K they refuse to accept
GM food. This demenstrates o disregard for
state soverelgnty and the Internafionol law
enshrined In the UM Blosafety pretocel (5).

While some internationdl institutiens are
Incetventent to  the U5,  blotechnology
push, others are proving wseful. The U5,
Is currently taklng the European Unlon to
court at the World Trade Orgonization for
itz meratorium on GM food eon behalf of
agricultural corpeorations such as Morsanto
and Aventis. The .S, government claims that
the moraterium is lllegal, although there Is
ample democratic support for it within the EL.

3

Analysts hove suggested thot o target just
as Important as the EU In this dispute I5 the
third world {é) Third world markets offer
on abundont resource for corporations, as
well as o toctical adventoge in iscloting
cltizens in the EU in their demonds for safe
and nutritious food.

The United States Trade Representotive,
Robert Zoellick will be at the Sacramente
conference together with his  chief
agricultural negotiater  Allen  Johnson.
They too are locking to expand the role
of industrial ogriculture in the third world.
The WTO is helding @ Ministerial meeting in
Cancun In September 2003, and agricutiural
negotiations are deadlocked In Geneva,
In tondem with the U.S, government's
other moves, pressure will be applied on
agriculture ministers to toe the U5, line In
these negotictions, thus providing increcsed
market aceess for ULS. Industrial agricultural
exports in the Global South.

The LS. government moves hove been
met with @ chorus of disappreval. The
Internutional  peasant  federatlon, Vig
Compesing, has called on gevernments
worldwide to boycott the minlsterial (7).
In order to wriggle out of the demeocratic
demands of the world's farmers, the U.S.
government and agribusiness has lavnched
a masslve public relations campaign. The
build-up to the ministerial hos already been
marked by a standard trio moves: green
washing—'blotech will create o world
free of pesticides,’ poorwashing—"we must
occept genetically engineered foods if we
are to feed the poor in the third werld,’ and
hope daoshing—"there ore no clternatives.
These assertions are myths = the truth is both
disturbing, but also hopeful, for the reality
of ogribusiness demonstrates thot there is
both a necessity for, and every possibility

of, sustainable agriculture for all,

be found technologies that are genatic --
that invalve modifications of traifs passed
down from one generation to the next

-- and technologles that are nof,

Although there are Inferesting Issues con-
nected with a number of biotechnologies
-- both old and new -- most of UCS's wark
focuses on genetic enginearing, a naw
genetic bistechnology.

Traditional Blotechnologles A prime
example of traditional genetic bletech-
nologles Is selective breeding of plonts
and animals. The rudiments of selecting
plants and animals with desirable trofts
and breeding them under controlled con-
ditlons prebably geo back to the dawn of
eivililzation, but the expansion of knowl-
edge about genetles and blology In this
eentury hos developed selective breeding
inte o pewerful and sophisticated tech-
nolegy. Mew moleculor oppreaches like
marker-assisted breeding (which enhonces
tradifienal breeding through knowledge of
which eultivars or breeds carry which traft]
promise to enhance these approcches
even further.

Treditional breeding technologles have
been immensely successful, and indeed
are largely responsible for the high ylelds
assoclated with contemporary agriculture.
These technologies should not be consid-
ered possé or out of date. For multigene
traits like intrinsic yield ond drought
resistance, they surpass genefic englneer-
ing. This 1s because selective breeding
operates on whele organisms -- complete
sets of coordinated genes - while genefic
engineering Is restricted to three or four
gene transfers with litle contral over
where the new genes are Inserted. For the
maost important egronomic traits, trodi-
tional breeding remains the technology of
choice,

Other tradifional nengensetic blotech-
naologles include the fermentation of
microorgonisms te preduce wine, beer,
and cheese, Industry dlse uses microorgan-

enzymes for use in loundry detergents. In an
effert to find microorganisms that produce
large amounts of enzymes, scientists some-
times treat o batch of organisms with radia-
tion or chemicals to randomly produce genetic
alternations. The process, called mutagenesis,
produces numercus genetic changes In the
bacteria, among which might be o few that
produce more of the desired product,

New Blotechnologles Many new biotech-
nolegies do not Invelve modifications of tralts
possed on to the next generation. A good
example is moneclonal antibadies (highly
speciflc preporations of antibodlies that bind
to o single site on a protein), which have
many diagnostic applications, including home
pregnancy testing kits. Many blotechnology
companies are engaged In these sophisticat-
ed, but noncantreverslal, technologles.

By contrast, mammalian cloning 15 a new
bletechnology thot does nat Invelve gene
madification, but is nevertheless highly con-
traversial. Cloning reproduces adult mammals
by tremsplanting a nucleus from adult cells
Inte an egg from which the nucleus has been
remaved and allowing the egg to develop in
d surrogote manner, The resulting Individuals
are os similar to the adults from which the nu-
clei were taken as identical twins are to one
another. Although this procedure has prefound
implications for human reproduction, it does
not modify spedfic traits of on Individual, but
rather transfers o whele nueleus containing a
complete set of genetic Information,

The new technology that can affect future
geheraticns Is genhetlc englneering, o technal-
ogy based en the artificial manipulation and
transfer of genetic materlal, This technolegy
can move genes and the fraits they dictote
aeross natural boundarles -- from one type of
plant to another, from one type of animal to
another, and even from a plant te an animal
or an onimal to a plant, Cells modifled by
these techniques pass the new genes and
traits on to thelr offspring, Genetle englneer-
ing can apply to any kind of living organism
from microorganisms to humans,

isms to praduce various products such as 12 Genetic engineering can be epplied ta



elite few, ond the egreglously undemacratic
neture of global trade ogreements,

—GE Fish. 23 different species of fish

hove been genetically engineered. The

Bush Administration is seeking approvel te
commercldlize GE Salmon this year, posing
unknown risk to the gene pool of an already
threotened specles.

~GE Trees and Trade In Forest Products.

The ministers will discuss free trade in farest
products In a panel titled: “Forest Resources
Management: Sustainable Preduction,
Harvesting, and Marketing." Te compound the
global ecological erisis and shrinking forest
ecosystems left an the planet, the Industry
seeks commerclalization of GE Tress within the
decade. GE Traes will fundomentally alter
the blosphere and native forests as we know
them; we cannot afford to let this genie out of
the bottle. An International compalgn to stop
GE trees will launch in Sacramenta.

~GE food ald and USAID. USAID, a co-

host of the Ministerlal, has alse played

d rele in contamination of Indigenous

crop varletles by dumpling GE food “ald"

on global seuth countries. Last year the
nations of Zambla, Zimbobwe, & Malaw!
courageoutly demanded GE free food aid
from USAID even though milllons were facing
starvation. Bacause the EU will not accept GE
foods, they are balng dumped on starving
populations. This s not only avertly racist, It

is part of a larger market access strategy of
contamination via “ald" and free trode. The
biotech industry knows that ence entire gene
pools ore contaminated, there will be ne way
to regulate GMOs and a full monepaly on
seed and genes will be achieved.

~Corporate Power. The Sacramento
Ministerial Is o perfect lllustration of

the unchecked power of transnational
corporations. They are given occess to
decision makers while the public Is locked
out. They are gliven the right to patent
indigenous wisdem and the building blacks
of life tself. This entire exerclse cperates

on some fundamental assumptions— that
corporations should put patents on life.
Thot a cash crop economy is better than
subsistence agriculture. And that feed,
water, wisdom, and biodiversily ore
ecommodities to be traded in the global
marketplace. lts ime to say “Encugh!” and
take back sur wizsdom, our feed supply,
our seeds, ond assert the Integrity of
biodiversity and living ecosystems! iz time
to bulld an ecenemy that provides food
for the hungry, health care for all, living
wages, and losting peacel

QK, 5o how do we do thatt

The Socramento convergence will run

from June 20th-25th. Pecple from many
walks of life will gather In the streets

of Sacramento ta say yes to real feod
securlty, There will be debates, workshops,
marches, nonviolent direct action, and more
to confrent and disrupt the agenda of the
Bush Administration and the Agribusiness
Industry on the road to the Cancun WTO
Minlsterial, the FTAA Ministerial in Miami,
and beyend...

glossary.

Definitions of the two most damaging
elements of agribusinaess from the
Unlen of Concerned Sclentists

WwHLLCIUREL org

What Is Blotechnology® Bictechnal-
ogy Is a bread term that applies to all
practical uses of living erganisms - any-
thing from microorgonisms used in the
fermentatian of beer to the most sophis-
ticated application of gene therapy. The
term covers applications that are old end
naw, famillar and strange, sophlisticated
and simple.

Defined In this way, the term [s almeost teo
broad te be useful. One way of thinking
dbout bletechnology Is to consider twa
categories of activities: those that are
traditional and familiar and thote that are

11 refatively new. Within each categery can

the Facts.

about Industrial agriculture
in the U.S. are these:

Industrial agriculiure ham't fed

the hungry In the richest natlon
on earth. The United States
has the most advanced system
of industrial agriculture on the planet. It
subsidizes this system, threugh beth expliclt
and Implich subsidy, te the tune of almost
$3 trillion a year (B). Yet the United States
Department of Agriculture, the convener
of the Sacramento Ministerial, has itself
cdmitted that 36 milllen Americans
are food insecure (9], This discrepancy
suggests that the model of Industrial
agriculture hasn't served the most
vulnerable citizens of the United States
= 11% of the population. The chances
of this model werking elsewhere, where
avallable subsidies are much lower, are
slim.

Farmers lose soversignty,

seed and Itvellhood under

industrial agricutture. The

Matienal Fomily Farm Ceelition
in the U.S. has found that the cotls of
genetic engineering, whether in terms of
environmental, econemic or agronomic risk,
have been borme nat by the corporate
owners of industrial agriculture, but by
farmers {10). Perhaps the most blatant
example Involves cases where genetically
medified pollen has drifted ente the lands
of farmers who have not purchased, and
have no wish to use, genetically modified
seed, In Cenada, many farmers have been
threatened with litigetion by Monsante
for having the corporation’s intellectual
property on their lond, These coses ore
not limited te the first werld. Recently,
Mensanto inltlated proceedings agalnst
soy growers in Brezil, claiming royelties
on seed that hod been brought Inta the

of a wider trend in the privatization of seed,
and in the subjection of farmers areund the
wiarld o corporale rule.
The cpportunities for economic
growth through Indwstrial egriculture
are lllusory. The economics of
Industrial agriculture don't add up.
Beyond the vast subsidies required for thelr
"suecess’ In the LLS., the ylelds of several key
crops are systemotically lower{12). In the U.5,,
the mix between la bor and capltal favers
capital intensive ogriculture. In the third
world where laber is abundant and eapital
is scarce, Industrial agriculture is precisely
incorrect for the macroeconomic climate in the
third world. This for three reasons,

First, small farms are more productive, more
efficient, and contribute mare to econamic
development than large farms, Small farmers
can also make better stewards of natural
resources, conserving blodiversity and
sofe-guarding the future sustainability of
ogricultural preduction [13). This runs counter
to the myth of economies of scale claimed
fer large Industrial agricultural farms. In
other words, even without factoring In the
externalities of, and subsidies to, industrial
agreulture, small scale ogroeceloglcal
forming is better at providing foed to
communities In a robust and efficlent way.

Second, the ylelds assoclated with
biotechnalogy are Invariably lower than
these aisoclated with agroecological farming.
Recall that the primary metivatien daimed
by the LLS. is to increase the amount of food
avallable to people In the third world, Yet
studies shaw that farmers who adept GM get
lower ylelds. A 2001 lowa State Unlversity
cost analysis showed thot Reundup Ready
soybean fields In the U5, are losing US$8.87
per acre on averoge, while conventional fields
are almost breaking even ot an average less
of USS0.02 per acre. Furthermore, University
of Mebraska studies, shew that Reundup
Reody soybeons yleldd 4% less than their
closest conventional relatives, and 11% less

country illegally (11} This is symptomatic 4 than high-ylelding verleties of soy (14).




A counter argument presented by the
biotechnology industry is that while yields
may be lower, total costs are lower too, since
fewer pesticides and herbicides hove to be
used. Yet Roundup Ready soybeans have
been shown fo cost os much as 50% more
than conventienal soy production systems in
the LS, due to added costs of Roundup Ready
seed and herbiddes (15).

Third, even if industrial agriculture were
to be adepted, it is not clear that a market
exists for mony of the products grewn threugh
these technologies. A recent U5, consumer
survey found that $2% of LS. ctizens want
GM food to be labeled, and only a quarter
of citizens think GM food b sofe. Furthermore,
there cre streng preferences for family-
farm produced food, and sirong preferences
against foreign food{16k These indicators
de not suggest a robust market for Industrial
agricultural goods for those couniries wishing
to export them. Indeed, reports indicate
that U.5, farmers are losing approximately
US$300 millien annually for corn exports
alone (17}

The extersive and sxpensive
regulatory framework required for
Industrial agricutiure has failed.

The regulatery burden that
Industrial agriculture ploces on government
Infrastructure 1s @ high hidden cost. The U.5.
has cut corners on this frent, particularly
with respect to bictechnology. The USDA
Bietechnology Risk Assessment Program
troditionally wos allocated Just 1% of the
federol biotechnolegy research budget. In
2000, the Clinten administration directed
USDA ta support risk ossessment research
under Its large Initlative for Future Agriculture
and Food Systems (IFAFS) Program.
However, in 2001, the IFAFS request for
propesals excludes submissions regarding risk
assessment research (18}

For example, the 5. Envirenmental

called Storlink™, which is classified a: o
plant pestliclde and enly allowed for use
as onimal feed. The corn was not deemed
fit for human censumption because of the
presence of o pratein ([Cry9C) that exhibits
chorocteristics of known allergens, Despite
these restrictions, the EPA had ne polley In
place te moniter the proper segregation

of Starlink™ corn 1o keep It from entering
the food supply. In 2000, Starlink™ corn
was found In over o dozen corn-bosed
food products, triggering a massive

feod recall in the U.S. The story hos an
inferesting coda: In December 2002, fraces
of unapproved Starlink corn were found in
a U5, shipment bound for Tokyo's markets,
much ta the surprise of USDA officials, wha
belleved that all remailning Starlink corn
had been destroyed in 2001 [19). Clearly,
EPA and other government agencles have
done little fo protect the public from
potential human health risks posed by GE
foods (20).

This example Is one In which regulatory
appreval was required. There has
only been one GM product that has
been scrutinized by the Feod and Drug
Adminlstration (FOA) = the Flayr-Sow™
tomate. The fomato was approved despite
repected colls for further tests by the
FDA's own scientists, whe noted patterns of
stomach leslons that called Into question the
safety of the tomate (21). Since then, the
FDA has not conducted independent tests
on any GM food.

Industriol agriculture leads to
irreversible contamination of
the smvironment, Contamination
af the environmeant is another
serlous couse for concern, On Movember
17, USDA cnnounced that there were
two biccontaminalion Incidents where
genetically enginesred corn developed
by Predigene, Inc. pollvted conventional
soybecns ond nelghboring cormn fields.
While erdering the quarantine and/or

Protection Agency [EPA) cpproved o GE comn 5 destruction of the pelluted conventional

markets, Add to this the commercialization
of pharmacrops, bloreactors &
nutracuiticals. These are industrlal crops
or animals genetically engineered to
produce voccines, higher concentrations

of particular vitamins, or other drugs for -
humans or livestock, -

--Water. One topls of the opening
plenary Is titled: “The Challenge of Limited
Water Resources and Polley Implications.”
The necliceral answer to the global

water crisis Is privatization. The General
Agreement on Traode in Services (GATS)

at the WTO is the mechanism through
which corperations hope to gain occess to
full-scale buyouts and privatizatien of the
werld's remalnling fresh water supply.

--Pasticides and Farm worker health and
safety. An estimated 2.5 million pecple
work on plantations and farms in the US
ond are exposed, even when the laws
are followed to the letter, to toxic and
carclenogenic chemicals. In California
alone, 500,000 womean and men laber
as farmworkers, and 445 cases of
pesticide polsening are reported to the
CA Deportment of pesticide regulation
each year. The death rate for agriculiural
waorkers Is more than 5 times higher than
the overage for cll ether occupations.

—Living YWages and Justice for
Farmweorkers The Coadlition of Imclokee

Farmworkers in their Tace Bell Boycott
campaign and Camapgin to End Slavery
have brought intermational ottention ta
the fact that some tomaoto pickers earn
barely ene cent for mach pound of
tomatoes plcked and others have been
forced to work under threat of viclence
in what has been classified as slavery

by law enforcement agencles. One CIVW
hunger striker, lose Garcia, 46, eriginally
from Chihughue In Mexico, sald that

he was pald 45 cents for a 32-pound

Martinez, 24, sald that he often werked as
many as 12 hours o day in the fields and
often did seven-day weeks. Lucas Benitez
elaimed that Taco Bell was buying tomatoes
produced in sweatshop conditions. He said
that the average werker was lucky to get
around $7,000 o yeor and there was no right
to erganite a unlon without being fired, no
overtime pay, and no sick leave or helldays.
In the past five years there have been tix
federal prosecutions for slavery In the Florlda
agricultural industry. Agricultural controctors
are charged under slavery laws dating

back te the end of the civil war for fercing
illegal immigrants to weork in the fields under
threat of viclence. In 1999, a south Florida
tomate grower kept 30 people In isolated
swampland near Immokales and forced them
ta work. Three workers who escaped were
recoptured ond beoten up. The confractor
was [ailed for three years.

—=Faod Iradiation. SureBeam Corperalion
{"Good food. Made better.”] bought the
opening ceremonies and ribbon cutting
with Secretary Veneman for $50,000,
The krradiatien of our food Is nat enly a
technology of questionable safety and
desirabliity, but Is another teol for the
focilitation of transnational economic
Integration. By nulking the pests cut of
foodstuffs companies con ensure a lenger
shelf life, and easy possoge through customs.
(SPS?)

=WTO Dispute over Biotech Regulation
Challenging the Eurepean Unlon. The Bush
Adminlstration hos repectedly made threats
to the EU to challenge their moratorium on
commercial bictech crops ond the mandatory
labeling of all GE foeds in the Dispute
Settlement Body of the WTO. The case will be
brought sometime soon, and three unelected
trade autocrats In Geneva will decide the
fote of the bliodiversity and diet of the
European Continent. This brings us back to the
fundamental remeval of demecretic contrel
over the decisions that affect cur lives and cur

{14.5kg) bucket of tomatces. Jose Amurﬂfiﬂ planet from communlties to the hands of on



message
I -

Talking Polnts Complled by the
institute for Soclal Ecology {ISE) on
the Sacramento Mobllizatlon for
movemeant outreach.
www.socialecology.org /biotech

What's happening

Frem June 23-25th 2003 the Ministers of
Trade, Agriculture and Environment
from 180 notions, including all member states
of the Werld Trade
Organization (WTQO], will meet In Sacramento
California at o summit hosted
by the United States Department of
Agriculture (USDA), USAID, and the US
State Department. An industry “Expo on
Agrieultural Science and Technology™ will
run cencurrently with the Minlsterlal, This
summit, called by Secretary of
Agriculture Arm Veneman, will attract
thousands of media outlets from
around the world, ond potentially US Trade
Representative Robert Zoellick, ond will be
an important stepping stone for enshrining
the primaocy of US interests at the September
negetiations of the Agreement on Agriculture
{AoA) and other Issues at the WTO ministerial
in Caneun, Mexico.

Why Is It important®

This summit gives soclal ond environmental
justice movements in Marth America a unique
opportenity to converge ond act in solidarity
with people's mavements around the world by
calling for “WTO cut of Agriculture!" Becouse
of the fragility of agricultural negetictions
in WTO, FTAA, and CAFTA, it is also an
oppertunity to explolt already exlsting cracks
and fissures in the appeoratus 1o weaken
the lorger free trade ogenda. When the
Aok deadlines possed on March 31 with ne
progress towards consensus, the AP reparted
that “An agreement on agriculture Is seen
by many as the key to the wider round
of trade liberalizotion negeotiations which
also cover areas like cufting Import duties
on manufociured geods and epening up

the internotiondl market in services like
beanking and telecommunications.”

Sacramento is o strategic moment
to highlight some of the most pressing
ecological issues of our time: the threat of
Genetlcally Modifled Organlsms {GMOs)
to ecosystems and human health; the ever
widening gap between the very rich and
very poor; the increasing use of trade
ogreements to subvert democratic process;
ond the unchecked power of multinational
corporations to lay claim to our food, our
farms, our forests, and our fulure.

What iz it all about¥

--Export of the Industrial Agricutture
Model, This event is obout selling the
neoliberal agribusiness model—af cash
crops and export-oriented economies
replacing sustainahility and self-sufficiency,
ond pesticides, biotech, chemical fertilizers,
and herbicides that harm farm workers,
food sofety, and the earth—to nations
around the globe, The summit will proclaim
thot trade liberalization and agreements
ke WTO and FTAA are the pohocea

to solve poverty, war, and ecological
catastrophe. To compound the problem,
they trumpet biatechnalegy as the answer
to chemical use, curing disease, and
stopping hunger. We cannot let these folse
claims go vncentested!

What are some of the lssues on the table
In Sacramento that we can aducate and
mobllize around?

=-Geneticolly Enigineered (GE] food &
agriculture. 50-70% of processed foed

in the US contains GE ingredients. US
corpeorations would llke to see this trend
proliferate around the world; goin cccess
te new mines of genetic recourses and
intellectual property In the rainforest
communities of the South; and seek an
open doer for develepment and praduction

0 of GE crops in new countries to sell In new

plants, USDA refused to divuige the
identity of the biopharm contaminants or
details of either contamination episede,
USDA has refused repeated requests for a
detailed account of the bloecontamination

(22).

This pattern has also been seen in the
Third World. Through U.5. export of
transgenic maize, Mexican malze has
been confaminated. Mexico’s soveraignty,
expressad though its meraterium on GM
planting material, sociocultural rights and
the concerrs of Mexican farmers have
been brushed aside. GM contamination
has offended and angered some farmers
and indigenous peoples, and it raises
grave concerns for their culture, livelihood,
health, and envirenment. In the words of
Alde Gonzalez, a farmer from Sierra
Judrez de Oaxocs:

" The contamination of our fraditional
maizre undermines e fundamental
autanomy of our indigenous and
farming communities because we arg
not meraly talking obout our food
supply; maize is a vital part of our
cuftural heritage. The statements made
by some officials that cortamination is
not sariovs becavse it will not spread
rapidfy, or because it will “increase our
maize biodiversity," are completely
disrespectful and eynical” (23}

There are alternailves.

The United Mations Environment

Pregram has called modern

sgriculture ¥ one of the major
threats to the indigenous and local
communitias as well as to biodiversity,
healthy ecosystems, and food securlty”
{24). The proven alternatives to the
disaster of Industrial agriculture lies in a
mix of policy and agricultural medsures.
The removal of the WTO and similar
ergaonizations from ogrleultural polley
is o clear need, since the demands of
export agriculiure, and not the needs

of the hungry, currently drive international
agricultural policy (25) There are @ range of
positive steps already being taken througheut
the third world, Agreecological techniques
hove demonstraled vast success in ensuring
food security where industrial agriculture
has falled {268}, Genulne and democratlc
land reform has the petential to spread
these benefits far more widely than market
mechanisms {27). In short, the Sacramento
Ministerial Is osking preclsely the wrong
questions if the concern is to feed the hungry,
whether they be in the global South, or the
Marth.

What can | do?

lein the mokilization against the ministerial
In Sacramento, June 23-25. Information is
available at www.foodfirst.org fsacramento
-Write te your local ond natienal media,
alerting them obeout the ministericl.
-Use the foctsheets ot www.foodfirst.org)/
sacramente /factsheets.php to educate media
and the general public abeut Industrial
agriculture and the corporate aftempts to
control the international foed system.
-get involved In the Socromente Protest
www.racmoblfization.org
-read, research, educate, rinse, repeat.,

-eat at local resturants and ditch fast food.
www.mespotiight.org/media/press/
meds/theguardian070401 1.htmf
-find / start @ Co-op or food buylng club.
wwwi.ceopdireclfory.org

Via Campesing, the Internotlonal formers'
mavement, has called fer ministers to
boycott the ministerial {28). Make ministers
oecountable to their people = even If they
plan te attend, the demand can make the
ministers less ready to give in to corperate
pressure,

Boyeott food produced through industrial
ogriculture, ond suppert lecal family
farming and urban agriculture. (2%)
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